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Abstract 
Research on resistance to information technology is characterized by the fact that there is still no unified 
understanding about resistance to change of IT-induced organizational change projects (Vithessonthi 2007). In 
order to provide a deeper understanding why people reject technologies when introduced in organizations this 
paper develops a Model of Resistance to IT-induced Organizational Change based on micro-organizational 
change (Oreg 2006) and technology acceptance literature (Venkatesh and Bala 2008). The model posits that 
work, technology and process related outcomes of business process change are determined by a tri-dimensional 
resistance to change conceptualization (Piderit 2000; Oreg 2006) and evaluation of process and technology 
characteristics (Venkatesh 2006). Moreover these dimensions are determined by the context of the change and 
individual differences such as personality traits.  First case study results show that the model is appropriate to 
gain a deeper understanding why people reject technologies.   
 
Keywords: Change Management, Personality, Human Resources IS, IS Implementation, Resistance to Change 
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Introduction 
Technology could improve work and work outcomes by simplifying work, automating tasks, and enabling 
business processes previously unimaginable. It has hence become an integral part of private and business life. 
However convincing the potential benefits might be, there are many individuals not too inclined to adopt new 
solutions and reject new technologies (Venkatesh and Brown 2001; Bhattacherjee and Hikmet 2007). Especially 
IT-induced organizational change projects show substantial failure rates as individuals do not behave and use 
technologies as initially expected (Venkatesh and Bala 2008). Accordingly, a Society for Information 
Management (SIM) survey shows that management of change and the associated resistance problems are among 
the ten most important CIO challenges (Luftman and Kempaiah 2008). While technology resistance and non-use 
of information systems have long been identified as reasons for failed projects (e.g.: Lucas 1975; Dowling 1980; 
Gladden 1981; Maurer 1996), there is still no unified definition of what resistance actually is (Vithessonthi 
2007), mainly because of the many differing forms it can take (Hirschheim and Newman 1988).  
An important open questions thus is: What drives users to adopt a specific IT based service, and in particular 
what drives those who do not adopt it? Existing research strongly suggests that the technology acceptance model 
(Davis et al. 1989) and its extensions (for a discussion see Venkatesh et al. (2003)) are solid models to explain an 
individual’s intention to use an information system (Lee et al. 2003). However, the phenomenon of user 
resistance towards the use of information technology is under researched. Lapointe and Rivard (2005) could 
identify only four articles opening the black box of technology resistance by individuals. They show that 
information systems non-adoption, rejection or resistance has been a research objective in the early beginning of 
the discipline (Keen 1981; Markus 1983; Hirschheim and Newman 1988) with few articles in the 1990s (Joshi 
1991; Marakas and Hornik 1996) and at the beginning of this century (Cenfetelli 2004; Ferneley and Sobreperez 
2006; Bhattacherjee and Hikmet 2007). One of the few outcomes is that the most important drivers of resistance 
are perceived threats by individuals like perceived loss of power. Furthermore, resistance to change has been 
presented as one of the most frequently encountered reasons for the non-use of innovations over the past two 
decades. However, we still lack a unified understanding of resistance to change in the context of IT-induced 
organizational change projects (Vithessonthi 2007).  
Since employees experience increasing amounts of transformation in their work environment, monitoring and 
managing their attitudes toward change can make all the difference between success and failure (Armenakis and 
Bedeian 1999). In general, the failure of many major change initiatives can be attributed to employee change 
resistance (Maurer 1996; Clegg and Walsh 2004). IT changes often require work-related changes in tasks and 
processes concurrent with or in advance of the introduction of new information systems (Dixon 1999). This 
technology-driven organizational change has even earned the title “technochange” (Markus 2004). Within this 
world of “technochange” individuals need to continuously adopt and use new technologies and organize their 
private and business life around these systems. Research on individual-level IT acceptance and adoption is well 
established providing rich theories and explanations of the determinants of adoption and use (Venkatesh et al. 
2003; Venkatesh 2006; Venkatesh et al. 2007; Venkatesh and Bala 2008). Nonetheless, research on change 
management processes specific to technology adoption is limited (Venkatesh 1999; Ruta 2005). Only few 
strategies have been developed within IT research that work reliably in successfully implementing information 
technologies. IT enables organizational change, but it does not guarantee it (Markus 2004). And even if 
technologies are accepted, the desired organizational change will not necessarily be achieved (Dixon 1999). We 
can summarize that the lack of managing change recipients while managing technological change has led – and 
is still leading - to too many IT failures.   
As a consequence, this research investigates an individual’s resistance to IT-induced organizational change by 
addressing the research question: Why do people reject IT-induced organizational change? 
Change management literature in general has frequently used the term resistance to change, usually as an 
explanation why efforts to introduced large-scale changes in technology, production methods, management 
practices or compensation systems fall short of expectations, or fail altogether (Oreg 2006). Despite the 
popularity of the term resistance to change, some have suggested to relinquish it as it misrepresents what really 
happens (Dent and Goldberg 1999). According to Dent and Goldberg (1999), organizational members resist 
negative consequences (e.g. losing one’s job) and not necessarily change itself. Therefore, the belief that people 
resist change hinders organizations’ chances of understanding and dealing with real organizational problems. In 
addition Nord and Jermier (1994) argue that the term is often used as part of an agenda that may overshadow 
employees’ legitimate reasons for objecting to change. However, rather than “resist resistance” and abandon the 
concept, researchers should try to better address employees’ subjective experiences in order to obtain a more 
valid understanding of what resistance is really about. In this context, Oreg (2006) provides an integrative model 
of personality, context and resistance. Extending this model, in the following a Model of Resistance to IT-
induced Organizational Change (MRTOC) will be developed to integrate micro-level organizational change and 
technology acceptance research.  
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Therefore the reminder is organized as follows. First, the theoretical background of technology resistance and 
micro-level organizational change research is presented. Then, a Model of Resistance to IT-induced 
Organizational Change (MRTOC) is introduced. The paper concludes with first results of a qualitative study of 
an IT implementation process by discussing interview results of the pre-implementation phase of the project. 
Theoretical Background 
The Model of Resistance to IT-induced Organizational Change is proposed to integrate technology acceptance 
and organizational change research in order to provide insights into the enduring question why people reject 
technologies and especially IT-induced organizational change. Therefore the theoretical background of 
technology resistance and micro-organizational change research is presented.  
Technology Resistance 
For decades, some researchers have been looking at the other side of information systems acceptance: 
information systems non-adoption, rejection or resistance (Keen 1981; Markus 1983; Hirschheim and Newman 
1988). However, as Lapointe and Rivard (2005) argues, by 2005 there were only four articles which opened the 
black box of why and how resistance takes place. Their review of 20 IT related journals over the past 25 years 
found 43 articles recognizing and outlining resistance as a critical variable. “Better theories of resistance will 
lead to better implementation strategies and hopefully to better outcomes” was the objective of researchers 
trying to explain why people resist technology (Markus 1983). Resistance in general is defined as “opposition, 
challenge or disruption to process or initiatives” (Jermier et al. 1994; Ferneley and Sobreperez 2006) and can be 
divided into a negative resistance as the rationale to oppose or deceive (Marakas and Hornik 1996) and a positive 
one as the rationale to support or improve (Joshi 1991).  
IT-induced organizational change can be defined as an IT-enabled change in the work behavior of employees 
(Gibson 2003). User resistance becomes particularly significant in such IT-induced organizational change or IT 
implementation projects due to the resulting multifarious changes in the organizational social as well as technical 
systems (Gibson 2003; Kim and Kankanhalli 2009). The different resistance behaviors that can occur vary from 
lack of cooperation as one extreme to deliberate sabotage as another (Waddell and Sohal 1998; Prasad and 
Prasad 2000; Lapointe and Rivard 2005). Ferneley and Sobreperez (2006) come up with a categorization of three 
different resistance behaviors related to the rejection of information systems: compliance, resistance, and 
workaround. Based on their analyses and case study research they develop a compliance resistance workaround 
model which identifies workaround as “a related but separate and distinct phenomenon from that of resistance” 
and compliance “assumes that the user interacts with the system in the prescribed manner”. Both are distinct 
from resistance as resistance is defined as “opposition, challenge or disruption to processes or initiatives“. 
Therefore, Ferneley and Sobreperez (2006) distinguish between two resistance phases. The first one is the 
individual cognitive or emotional process that results in a non-adoption or resistance decision. The second is the 
actual resulting behavior of the individual which can be compliance, negative or positive resistance or 
workaround. Cenfetelli (2004) offers a conceptualization of the perceived threats which lead to resistance 
behavior and which are important in the first emotional or cognitive resistance phase. Lapointe and Rivard 
(2005) identify five basic components of resistance: behaviors, object, subject, threats, and initial conditions. 
They argue that when a system is introduced, users will first assess the system in terms of its interplay between 
its features and the user’s initial conditions and tasks. In the last four years the ideas and concepts of technology 
resistance have been extended and used to explain mainly physicians’ resistance toward healthcare information 
technologies (Bhattacherjee and Hikmet 2007; Ilie et al. 2007; Lapointe and Rivard 2007) or to investigate social 
influence as a key driver of non-adoption by individuals (Brown and Venkatesh 2005; Eckhardt et al. 2009). 
 
All the discussed models of user resistance have in common that they consider resistance to be neither good nor 
bad and that they assume that resistance results from the mutual adjustment of several antecedents. Regarding 
the research objective of this paper it is interesting to see that, according to this literature review, resistance was 
conceptualized as a part of the behaviors and outcomes (Enns et al. 2003), different perceived threats (Jiang et al. 
2000) or the intention not to comply with the change introduced (Kim and Kankanhalli 2009). However, no 
integrative approach of technology acceptance and organizational change could be found.  
Micro-Level Resistance to Change 
Organizational change is linked to change recipients’ beliefs, interpretive schemata, paradigms, and behaviors 
(Smollan 2006; Walinga 2008; Elias 2009). The failure of many major change initiatives can be attributed to 
employee change resistance (Maurer 1996; Clegg and Walsh 2004). Therefore it is very important to understand 
the role of affective, cognitive and behavioral processes among change recipients (Smollan 2006). The related 
strand of IS literature has focused on understanding and managing employee reactions to change in IT (Agarwal 
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and Karahanna 2000) and concluded that IT acceptance and usage are determined by change recipients’ beliefs 
and attitudes (Venkatesh 2006; Venkatesh and Bala 2008).  
Individual resistance can be expressed both actively and passively (Dervitsiotis 1998), hindering change efforts, 
lowering morale and productivity, increasing turnover and as a result, increasing the likelihood of organizational 
failures (Dervitsiotis 1998; Abrahamson 2000; Stanley et al. 2005). Moreover, Heath et al. (1993) posited that 
the psychological process of experience change leads to negative reactions because humans prefer known 
situations over an unknown future. In addition, while change involves both gains and losses, people tend to 
experience the pain of loss with greater intensity than they experience the pleasure of gain and people tend to see 
existing entitlements as greater than they actually are. The sense making processes of change recipients causes 
them to first evaluate the personal significance of a change initiative and then extend their appraisal to cover the 
impact of the change initiative on other change recipients and the organization itself (Weick and Roberts 1993; 
Weick and Quinn 1999). Their secondary appraisal includes an examination of the causes of change, the change 
agents, and potential coping strategies (Rousseau and Tijoriwala 1999; Jordan et al. 2002; Jordan et al. 2007).  
Nord and Jermier (1994) and Jermier et al. (1994) as well as Piderit (2000) argue that the term resistance to 
change is often used to cover all these aspects and dismiss the multitude of legitimate reasons for objecting to a 
change rather than trying to understand and resolve real organizational problems. For that reason within recent 
change management literature resistance to change is modeled as a tri-dimensional conceptualization of change 
recipients’ affective, cognitive, and behavioral responses to change (Oreg 2006; Smollan 2006). George and 
Jones (2001) suggest in their model that resistance to change comprises both cognitive and affective components 
that come into play at different stages of the resistance process. In addition Piderit (2000) states that resistance 
may often involve a sense of ambivalence whereby employees’ feelings, behaviors and thoughts about the 
change may not necessarily coincide. Accordingly she proposes that resistance be viewed as a multidimensional 
attitude towards change, comprising affective, cognitive and behavioral components. Oreg (2006) provides an 
integrative model of personality, context and resistance which will be adapted and extended for the purpose of 
this study to integrate micro-level organizational change and technology acceptance research 
Therefore, the next section develops an integrative model of technology implementation, technology acceptance, 
process changes and organizational change based on Oreg (2006) to better understand why people reject 
technology and what is the impact of IT-induced change on individuals.  
Model of Resistance to IT-induced Organizational Change  
Based on general resistance to change (especially on Oreg (2006)) and the technology acceptance literature we 
develop a Model of Resistance to IT-induced Organizational Change (MRTOC) as illustrated in Figure 1.The 
different parts of the model will be explained in this section and some first results of our case study research will 
be discussed afterwards.  
Resistance to Change 
The main part of the model is a tri-dimensional resistance to change construct as already suggested in Oreg’s 
(2006) model. Resistance to change is defined according to (Piderit 2000) as a tri-dimensional attitude towards 
change, which includes affective, behavioral and cognitive components. These components reflect three different 
manifestations of an individual’s evaluation of an object or situation (Mcguire 1985; Smollan 2006). The 
affective component regards “how one feels about the change (e.g. angry, anxious)” (Oreg 2006, p.76), the 
cognitive component involves “what one thinks about the change (e.g. Is it necessary? Will it be beneficial?)” 
(Oreg 2006, p.76) and the behavioral component involves “actions or intention to act in response to the change 
(e.g. complaining about the change, trying to convince others that the change is bad)” (Oreg 2006, p.76). The 
three components are certainly not independent of one another, and what people feel about a change will often 
correspond with what they think about it and with their behavioral intentions in its regard. However, the 
components are distinct and each highlights a different aspect of the resistance phenomenon (Oreg 2006).  
Oreg (2006) points out that using a tri-dimensional attitude towards change will, on the one side, make the 
investigation of antecedents and consequences more complex compared to earlier resistance studies. On the other 
side, however, it will enable “a higher resolution that highlights the particular resistance that is associated with 
each of the antecedents and consequences” (Oreg 2006, p.76) like technology usage and acceptance. 
Furthermore a tri-dimensional attitude of resistance to change related to attitude towards technology and 
processes will enable researchers to provide deeper insights into technology implementation phenomena. 
Therefore the tri-dimensional resistance to change construct is the foundation of our proposed model.  
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Process Characteristics 
Process characteristics are based on the evaluation of process changes by individuals. (Venkatesh 2006) 
discusses business process change as a promising area for future research for individual technology adoption 
research. He points out that “research has examined various aspects of business process change, little research 
has focused on the individual employee and studied the drivers of process adoption by employees, the factors 
influencing resistance, the impacts of process change on employees and potential interventions to ease the 
transition” (Venkatesh 2006, p.501). Therefore, process characteristics are based on an individual’s evaluation 
and beliefs of process characteristics and change like perceived ease of implementing a process change or the 
perceived usefulness of different process steps. However, as Venkatesh (2006) points out, research so far has not 
focused on the adoption of process changes. Hence, this research aims at providing some insights into the 
adoption behavior of individuals regarding process characteristics and process changes.  
Technology Characteristics 
Technology characteristics are based on IT acceptance research. All constructs that model the evaluation of and 
beliefs about technologies by individuals and which have been thoroughly researched fall in this category. Two 
of the famous constructs are perceived ease of use and perceived usefulness (Davis 1989). However, IT adoption 
research has discussed many more antecedents (Petter et al. 2007) of the intention to use an information system 
which are also useful for looking at IT-induced organizational change situations (Venkatesh et al. 2003; 
Venkatesh 2006; Venkatesh and Bala 2008). These constructs include perceived threats (Lapointe and Rivard 
2005), effort and performance expectancy (Venkatesh et al. 2003), among others.  
Resistance to change - as a tri-dimensional attitude towards IT-induced change - and the evaluation of 
technology and process characteristics are the center part of the proposed model and are influenced by individual 
differences of change recipients as well as the change context.   
Individual Differences and Personality 
Individual differences such as age, gender, tenure, educational background, etc. of individuals can influence an 
individual’s evaluation and attitude towards the induced change, technology and process characteristics 
(Venkatesh and Morris 2000). Moreover, a number of studies reveal that employees’ openness to experience and 
especially organizational change can be predicted through traits such as self-esteem (Wanberg and Banas 2000), 
risk tolerance (Judge et al. 1999), need for achievement (Miller et al. 1994), and locus of control (Chung-Ming 
and Woodman 1995). Although these traits are related to how people react to change they have not been 
conceptualized with the purpose of assessing the dispositional inclination to resist change. In this context, Oreg 
(2003) establishes the concept of dispositional resistance to change and designs a measure for the personality 
component of resistance to change (Oreg 2003). According to Oreg people differ from one another in their 
national inclination to resist or adopt changes. People that are high on dispositional resistance to change, which 
is conceptualized as a stable personality trait, are less likely to voluntarily incorporate changes into their lives. 
And when change is imposed upon them they are more likely to experience negative reactions, such as anxiety, 
anger and fear change (Oreg 2003; Oreg 2006). A approach in IS research shows that Oreg’s scale is appropriate 
to predict the evaluation of technology by dispositional resistance (Laumer et al. 2010). Therefore, we expect for 
personality in general and for dispositional resistance to change in particular that there is a positive correlation 
with employees’ behavioral, affective and cognitive resistance to change (Oreg 2006) and the evaluation of 
technology and process characteristics (Venkatesh 2006).  
Context 
Theories and research on resistance to change have primarily addressed the context-specific antecedents of 
resistance. A large variety of contextual variables have been proposed as related to employees’ resistance to 
change. While some antecedents deal with the outcomes of change (e.g. losing or gaining power), others focus 
on the ways change is implemented (e.g. the amount of information about the change that is given to employees) 
(Watson 1971; Tichy 1983; Miller et al. 1994; Wanberg and Banas 2000; Armenakis and Harris 2002; Kotter 
and Schlesinger 2008). This distinction resembles the distinction between perceptions of distributive and 
procedural justice (Greenberg and Cropanzano 2001). The literature on resistance to change does not distinguish 
between the two types of resistance: reactions to change outcomes and reactions to the change process. One 
reason why such a distinction has not been observed may have to do with the fact that resistance was viewed as a 
one-dimensional construct (Oreg 2006). For the hypothesized Model of Resistance to IT-induced Organizational 
Change the resistance context will be considered as a multidimensional phenomenon and therefore outcome and 
process variables will be included in the model as suggested by Oreg (2006). As outcome factors, power and 
prestige (Tichy 1983), job security (Mcmurry 1947; Probst 2003) and intrinsic rewards (Hackman and Oldham 
1980; Tichy 1983) have been discussed in the literature while trust in management (Stanley et al. 2005; Kotter 
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and Schlesinger 2008), social influence (Gibbons 2004) and information about the change (Miller et al. 1994; 
Wanberg and Banas 2000) are typical process factors. The context variables might influence the resistance to 
change dimensions as well as the evaluation of the technology and the process characteristics (Oreg 2006).  
Moreover, these context aspects will influence different work, technology and process related outcomes like 
different behaviors and satisfaction of users, mediated through resistance to change, technology and process 
characteristics evaluation. 
Work related outcomes 
A number of studies suggest that conditions of change and change in general predict organizational outcomes 
such as job satisfaction, organizational commitment and intention to leave the organization (Wanberg and Banas 
2000). Overall, it is expected that positive attitudes towards change will be associated with improved outcomes 
(Oreg 2006).   
Technology related outcomes 
In response to the work related outcomes technology related outcomes are also important in IT projects. Those 
outcomes are the different usage behaviors of change recipients (Burton-Jones and Straub 2006). In mandatory 
usage settings individuals could resist the expected behavior, could comply to it or work around (Ferneley and 
Sobreperez 2006). The resistance of change recipients as well as their technology and process change evaluation 
are hypothesized to influence the technology related outcomes such as attitude towards technology, intention to 
use and use as shown by technology acceptance research in general (Venkatesh et al. 2003).  
Process related outcomes 
Process related outcomes of IT-induced change projects are, for example, behaviors of individuals concerning 
recently introduced processes. Change recipients could, for instance, behave as expected and accept the changes 
introduced. They could, however, also behave in unexpected and opposing ways (Ferneley and Sobreperez 
2006).  
The process related and technology related outcomes could be intertwined. As Goodhue and Thompson (1995) 
point out, the fit between tasks (processes) and technology is important. It is hence instructive to control for the 
task-technology fit in order to discuss how process and technology related outcomes are linked. In the section of 
the pre case study results we will discuss in more detail how both could be different and how both are connected.  
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Figure 1: The Hypothesized Model of Resistance to IT-induced Organizational Change (MRTOC) 
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The model will be empirically evaluated using both a qualitative and a quantitative study. The next section 
describes first results of a case study on the pre-implementation phase of a complex information system 
implementation that offer some insights into resistance behaviors of individuals regarding IT-induced 
organizational change.  
First Case Study Results and Future Research 
The company investigated is a German automotive supplier with headquarters in southern Germany. The firm 
has approximately 61,000 employees at over 180 locations in more than 50 countries worldwide and has 
generated sales of 7.3 billion Euros in 2009. The project researched is the implementation of a new human 
resources information system aimed at supporting the company’s recruiting process that is run by 150 recruiters. 
The project started in January 2010 and the system has be implemented by July 2010. Parallel to the introduction 
of the new information system, different steps of the recruiting process will be changed as well. One major 
process change is the introduction of a new process role. Talent managers will be in charge for applicants  and 
candidate relationship management (Weitzel et al. 2009). During the pre-implementation phase of the new 
information system we have conducted interviews with different employees of the organization. For each 
interview two members of the research team have interviewed one employee. Each interview lasted around two 
hours and was conducted at one of the organization’s branches. The interviewed employees were selected in 
order to get a cross-sectional view on the acceptance of the new HRIS in the organization. The interviewees 
work at different branches and are at different hierarchy levels (e.g. Recruiter, HR manager, HR project 
manager). As a consequence, the age of the interviewed employees varies between 26 and approximately 53 
years of age. 70 per cent of the employees questioned are female and 30 per cent are male. We conducted semi-
structured interviews based on the variables of the proposed model following the guidelines by (Yin 2003). In 
this context Myers and Newman (2007) have criticized the way in which interview-based IS research is 
conducted, highlighting its failure to employ established data elicitation techniques and to consider contextual 
variables in its analysis and reporting. In order to address some of these shortcomings, the interviews conducted 
for this research followed at first the Critical Incident Method (Flanagan 1954). We asked each individual 
interviewed for his/her very extreme bad and good expectations to the projects and where he/she sees challenges 
and benefits. Based on these answers we asked for reasons why he/she believes that a particular aspect of the 
project is a challenge or a benefit. Therefore, we focused on very specific expectations in relation to system 
acceptance in the pre-implementation phase of an HRIS project. In addition to this we asked, in a second step, 
for several constructs of our research model based on the items reported by the particular underlying research. 
Therefore, our interviews could be classified in terms of pragmatic reflexivity (Alvesson 2003). The following 
section provides first results from interviews with change recipients in the pre-implementation phase of the 
project. 
Resistance to Change 
All interviewed change recipients have an essentially positive view of an IT-supported staffing process, and they 
have the perception that all their colleagues feel positive as well. However, asking for a more detailed evaluation 
of different aspects the interviewed recruiters highlighted different affective and cognitive responses to the 
introduced changes and reported different resistance behaviors. Regarding affective resistance to change, it is 
expected that the reaction of change recipients has a positive impact on the change outcomes and will enable 
project success. Still, for the cognitive dimension the reactions were different concerning the expected benefits. 
One recruiter stated that “I am really looking forward to the new system, as I believe that we will get a system 
improving our daily work”. Another recruiter, though, pointed out that “I’m skeptical as I have not seen that any 
system behaves as expected and I don’t believe that the proposed changes will be suitable for our daily work”. 
Another change recipient stated that “in general I believe that every recruiter is skeptical about two things: first, 
does the system behave as expected and second, does it really provide the added value as promised. There are 
some of us who see more benefits than challenges, but also some who perceive more challenges than benefits”. 
Furthermore, some change recipients reported that they were talking critically about the proposed process 
changes with their colleagues. For example, one reaction regarding one process change (introduction of new 
process role) was: “What will be our job? The talent manager is exactly doing what I do at the moment, so what 
will be my job in the future? I have already discussed this issue with my colleagues and they all agree with me.” 
These pre-implementation interview results of change recipients show that the tri-dimensional conceptualization 
of resistance to change is appropriate to provide a deeper understanding why people reject technologies. In this 
case, one could expect that although the interviewees have an overall positive attitude towards e-recruiting their 
cognitive reaction might lead them to resist the change. Indeed, they have already started to resist the change as 
they were talking to others in a negative way about the project.   
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Technology and Process Characteristics 
In response to process and technology change aspects one recruiter pointed out that “the system will only be a 
success when all technical challenges will be addressed, as every system has its pitfalls. If the system is running 
without any effort then it will be accepted. However, if for example I have to spend one year due to teething 
problems I will reject using it”. Regarding the differences in process and technology change one recruiter 
pointed out „both aspects are important and could not be treated independently. The grooviest IT will not 
provide any benefit if the process does not fit the requirements.” In addition to the behavioral component of 
resistance to change the same recruiter pointed out that “if they change my role I won’t comply with the project. I 
think that e-recruiting is a good thing; however, the company should leave some responsibility at the recruiter 
level”. Process related characteristics are therefore more important for the project success than technology 
related characteristics. However, both aspects could not be treated independently.  
Individual Differences and Personality 
Regarding individual differences and personality, one change recipient pointed out that “in general it is a 
personal problem if someone prefers working with information systems or with a paper-based process”. Another 
one stated that „ I expect that some of my colleagues will badmouth any possible benefits as they are not open to 
new things in general.” One of the team leaders explained that this kind of reaction “is a problem that is based in 
the individual and independent of the change in question. It is about their personality and their openness 
towards new things”. The manager continued that “already in past change initiative more or less the same 
people reacted negatively and tried to prevent the change to have an impact on them”.   
Future Research 
Complementing these first case study results, as next steps in evaluating the Model Resistance of IT-induced 
Organizational Change (MRTOC) we will continue gathering data at different points of time using qualitative 
and quantitative methods. The described new HRIS went live on July, 1
st
 this year. In order to get a broader idea 
of user acceptance we have already conducted an empirical survey with the 150 recruiters in the pre-
implementation phase from mid May to the end of June. . For this purpose, we will transfer our research model 
into a structural equation model and use the Partial Least Squares approach (Chin 1998) to validate the model. At 
the current stage we are in the second interview round of talking with HR employees about their first experiences 
with the system. We will use the Critical Incident Technique again to ask for positive and negative experiences 
with the new HRIS. Afterwards, we will conduct a second empirical survey with the same target group of change 
recipients in order to validate the proposed research model in the post-implementation phase and to compare 
how the explanatory power of the model differs for the two phases. A third empirical survey will be conducted 
by the end of 2011 to validate employees’ acceptance after one year using the new HRIS system. This approach 
will enable us to investigate the explanatory power of our proposed model at three different stages of an IT 
implementation project: pre- and post implementation as well as after a longer period of experience. However, as 
we collect data at only one company we will also conduct a control study with a different organization 
implementing a similar system in order to validate the generalizability of our results 
With this approach we expect to provide some insights for the enduring question why people reject technologies, 
as we hypothesize that the proposed model has a high explanatory power for IT-induced organizational change 
and that integrating organizational change and information systems research at an individual level will lead to 
interesting future results. 
Conclusion 
While some individuals may claim to be looking forward to the introduction of a new information system, others 
might resist the system and related process changes.  
Therefore our proposed model integrates different IT resistance approaches like resistance as a personality trait, 
resistance as an attitude towards change and resistance as a behavior within one model in order to explain 
individual reactions to IT-induced organizational change. The basic parts of the model are accomplished by 
constructs measuring technology and process change evaluations by individuals and work, technology and 
process related outcomes. Therefore the model incorporates technology acceptance and micro-level 
organizational change research to enable a unified understanding of individual resistance to change to IT-
induced organizational change projects.  
First case study insights indicate that our proposed model, based on a tri-dimensional construct of resistance to 
change, individual differences and context variables, is appropriate to predict work, technology and process 
related change outcomes. At the pre-implementation stage of the project one could see that emotional and 
affective resistance as well as resistance behaviors will influence the implementation of the project, as some 
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change recipients react more positively than others. It could also be shown that individual differences and 
especially personality traits are an important antecedent of the attitude towards change, technology and process 
characteristics. 
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